research to describe the work of Socrates, Sozomenus, and Theodoretus. More recent studies have, however, highlighted the differences between them, 2 which will also be underlined in this contribution. Therefore the term "synoptical", which is sometimes useful, is written in inverted commas here.
Nevertheless, the question remains as to how the cluster of Church histories in the reign of Theodosius II is to be explained. The phenomenon seems to be a symptom of the consolidation of Christian faith in Roman state and society. On the other hand, the necessity of defending the orthodox interpretation of history against heretical concepts, which retained a certain allure for many, was without doubt widely felt. 3 One thing is clear: paganism is not the main target of the polemics of these historians. Although they like to write triumphalist accounts of the destruction of pagan sanctuaries, the victory over the pagans is generally taken for granted. The main enemy is heterodoxy, especially homeanism, and all those confessions that are labelled as Arian in the Athanasian tradition. This observation makes the Church history of Philostorgius, not to be dealt with here, the more valuable, because he was an adherent of Eunomius, and thus, in the eyes of his "colleagues", an Arian. In any case, the Church histories of the Theodosian age give a colourful impression of the plurality of theological and political (not only in terms of Church policy) concepts of this age. 4 
